Br.   at 12-14;   Post-hearing Supp.  br.   at  4,   7.     In this  regard,   Magma
does not  rely on the   tail  light  incident as a defense   (as  the judge
implied).     Rather  the   operator argues  that  it  legitimately  transferred
Haro because he was   "duplicitous and dissembling" and needed more super-
vision,  which was available on the day  shift from supervisors  in his   own
department.     Br.   at  4-5;   Post-hearing Supp.   br.   at  6-7.     In addition,
Magma contends  that Haro  broke the  "chain of command"  by  calling a
supervisor off   the  scene  and became involved in a conflict with  the
supervisor who was  at   the mine.     Br.   at   2-5.     At  Che hearing below,
Magma presented   this   business justification for   transferring Haro,   and
it asserts  that   its  presentation satisfied  its  defensive burden.     Magma
further contends  that   the judge's  failure  to rule on  this  claimed
legitimate business  reason for transferring Haro violates   the   standards
for decision in  the Administrative  Procedure Act.

Magma has not  appealed  the judge's   findings  that  Haro  engaged   in
protected activity  in   the  B.O.   car  incident and   that his   transfer was
motivated  in part by   that   protected activity.     There  is  no  argument   as
to whether Haro  proved   a  prima facie  case.     The  precise  question before
us is whether Magma  successfully defended against Haro's  prima  facie
case by showing  it  would  have  transferred Haro  anyway.

Magma's arguments   that  the judge ignored  its defense  are well
founded.     As we  have   stated:

The APA and   our  rule require  findings  of   fact,   conclusions
of law,   and   supporting reasons   in order  to  prevent  arbi-
trary  decisions   and   to permit   meaningful  review.   . . ,
Without  findings of  fact  and  some justification for
the  conclusions   reached by  the judge,   we  cannot  perform
that  function  effectively,

The Anaconda Co. ,   3  FMSHRC  299,   299-300   (February 1981).     The  judge's
decision did not  address Magma's defense  and thus has made  review
impossible.     For  example,   the judge did  not mention Haro's   call   to a
supervisor off  the  property;   therefore,   he  did not  discuss Magma's
argument  that Haro  was   transferred  for breaking   the "chain of  command"
at  the mine.     Nor did   he  address  the operator's  evidence of   a  conflict
with the  supervisor  on   the  scene as a result of Haro's   call  off   the
property.     The judge   appears  to have believed  that Magma's  defense was
based on  the tail light   incident,   a "defense" Magma did  not   raise.
Accordingly, we  remand   the case for further findings  of   fact and  con-
clusions of  law  on  the   evidence relevant   to Magma's defense.

Because we  agree   that Haro proved a  prima  facie  case,   the judge
need only analyze whether Magma proved  that it  would have  transferred
Haro anyway for   legitimate business reasons,   regardless  of  his protected
refusal  to  cut  the  B.O.   car.     We  express  no view on  the merits of  this
issue.

Before  turning  to   the next  incident  of alleged  discrimination,   we
must address the judge's award of back pay  stemming  from the  B.O.   car
incident.     The judge   found  that,   after his   transfer,   Haro's  pay was
reduced by a shift  differential and an extra day's  pay   every  three
weeks.     He awarded  $3,500  and an additional unspecified amount  of  back